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AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS 

Attached hereto are three (3) sheets of corrected formal drawings. The corrected formal 
drawings incorporate the following drawing changes: 

In FIG. 3, the texts "Subsequently detected level is higher than previously detected 
level?" for S40 are replaced by the texts "Subsequently detected level is lower than previously 
detected level?" 

In FIGs. 4 and 5, the fading portions have been removed. 

It is respectfully requested that the corrected formal drawings be approved and made a 
part of the record of the above-identified application. 

Attachment: Replacement sheets 
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REMARKS 



Applicants appreciate the Examiner's thorough consideration provided the present 
application. Claims 1, 2, 4-13 and 15-22 are now present in the application. The drawings and 
claims 1, 2, 4-10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19 and 21 have been amended. Claims 3 and 14 have been 
cancelled. Claims 1 and 12 are independent. Reconsideration of this application, as amended, is 
respectfully requested. 

Priority Under 35 ILS.C. §119 

Applicants thank the Examiner for acknowledging Applicants' claim for foreign priority 
under 35 U.S.C. §119, and receipt of the certified priority document. 



The drawings have been objected to due to the presence of minor informalities. 
Applicants have submitted three (3) sheets of corrected formal drawings to address the 
Examiner's requested changes. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this objection are 
respectfully requested. 



The specification has been objected to due to the presence of minor informalities. In 
view of the foregoing amendments to the drawings, it is respectfully submitted that this objection 
has been addressed. Accordingly, no specification has been amended in this reply. 
Reconsideration and withdrawal of this objection are respectfully requested. 



Drawings Objections 



Specification Objections 
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Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 2 and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

In view of the foregoing amendments, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection has 
been addressed. Accordingly, all pending claims comply with the enablement requirement. 
Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, are 
therefore respectfully requested. 



Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C, § 102 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 6-9, 12, 14, 15 and 17-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Abe, U.S. Patent No. 5,627,807 (hereinafter "Abe"). Claims 1, 5-12 and 16-22 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Kadlec et al., U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. US 2002/0110057 (hereinafter "Kadlec"). These rejections are 
respectfully traversed. 

Complete discussions of the Examiner's rejections are set forth in the Office Action, and 
are not being repeated here. 

In light of the foregoing amendments to the claims, Applicants respectfully submit that 
these rejections have been obviated and/or rendered moot. Without conceding to the propriety of 
the Examiner's rejections, but merely to timely advance the prosecution of the application, as the 
Examiner will note, independent claims 1 and 12 have been amended. 

Independent claim 1 now recites a combination of steps including "comparing the level 
of the detected tracking error signal with a predetermined reference level" and "setting that a 
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current focus point of an objective lens for the optical disc is optimized without adjusting a 
focus bias of the objective lens, if the comparing step (b) indicates that the level of the detected 
tracking error signal is not lower than the predetermined reference level." 

Independent claim 12 now recites a combination of elements including "means for 
comparing the level of the detected tracking error signal with a predetermined reference level" 
and "means for setting that a current focus point of an objective lens for the optical disc is 
optimized without adjusting a focus bias of the objective lens, if the comparing means 
indicates that the level of the detected tracking error signal is not lower than the predetermined 
reference level" 

Support for the above combinations of steps and elements can be found in FIG. 3 
(particularly S20 and S31) and the corresponding description in the specification. Applicants 
respectfully submit that the combination of steps and elements set forth in amended claims 1 and 
12 are not disclosed or suggested by the references relied on by the Examiner. 

Abe discloses an optical disk apparatus with focus bias means. In particular, Abe 
discloses that a comparator 22 compares the traverse level VTEM with a reference voltage 
VREF (see FIG. 4, ST3; col. 5, lines 19-24.) When VTEM is higher than VREF, the value k is 
increased by 1 (one) and the comparison step is repeated until the value k is equal to n (see col. 5, 
lines 24-28). However, Abe fails to teach setting that a current focus point of an objective lens 
for the optical disc is optimized without adjusting a focus bias when the initial VTEM is higher 
than VREF. Therefore, Abe fails to teach "setting that a current focus point of an objective lens 
for the optical disc is optimized without adjusting a focus bias of the objective lens, if the 
comparing step (b) indicates that the level of the detected tracking error signal is not lower than 
the predetermined reference level" as recited in claim 1 and "means for setting that a current 
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focus point of an objective lens for the optical disc is optimized without adjusting a focus bias 
of the objective lens, if the comparing means indicates that the level of the detected tracking 
error signal is not lower than the predetermined reference level" as recited in claim 12. 

Kadlec discloses a calibration of tracking error signal gain in a tracking servo system. As 
show in FIG. 16A of Kadlec, the focus offset is set zero (1606 or 1610), and then is either 
decreased (1608) or increased (1611) if the peak-to-peak TES signal increases (see paragraph 
0038). However, Kadlec nowhere discloses that the peak-to-peak TES signal will be compared 
with a predetermined reference level. Therefore, Kadlec fails to teach "comparing the level of 
the detected tracking error signal with a predetermined reference level" as recited in claim 1 
and "means for comparing the level of the detected tracking error signal with a predetermined 
reference level" as recited in claim 12. 

In the alternative, Kadlec also fails to teach "setting that a current focus point of an 
objective lens for the optical disc is optimized without adjusting a focus bias of the objective 
lens, if the comparing step (b) indicates that the level of the detected tracking error signal is not 
lower than the predetermined reference level" as recited in claim 1 and "means for setting that a 
current focus point of an objective lens for the optical disc is optimized without adjusting a 
focus bias of the objective lens, if the comparing means indicates that the level of the detected 
tracking error signal is not lower than the predetermined reference level" as recited in claim 12. 
As mentioned, since Kadlec's TES signal is not compared with a predetermined reference level, 
Kadlec cannot set the focus point to be optimized based on the non-existing comparison result. 

Since Abe and Kadlec fail to teach each and every recitation of amended independent 
claims 1 and 12, Applicants respectfully submit that amended independent claims 1 and 12 and 
their dependent claims (at least due to the dependency) are not anticipated by Abe and Kadlec. 
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under 35 U.S.C. § 102 are 



Additional Cited References 

Since the remaining patents cited by the Examiner have not been utilized to reject the 
claims, but rather to merely show the state of the art, no further comments are necessary with 
respect thereto. 



CONCLUSION 

All the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed and/or rendered moot. 
Applicants therefore respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider all presently pending 
rejections and that they be withdrawn. 

It is believed that a full and complete response has been made to the Office Action, and 
that as such, the Examiner is respectfully requested to send the application to Issue. 

In the event there are any matters remaining in this application, the Examiner is invited to 
contact the undersigned at (703) 205-8000 in the Washington, D.C. area. 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.17 and 1.136(a), Applicants respectfully petition for a one (1) 
month extension of time for filing a response in connection with the present application and the 
required fee is attached herewith. 
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If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future 



replies, to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-2448 for any 



additional fees required under 37 C.F.R. §§1.16 or 1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 



Dated: October 10, 2006 



Respectfully submitted, 



B y 




Esther H. Chong J±c 

Registration No. : 40,95 3 ^— ' 
BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 
8110 Gatehouse Road 
Suite 100 East 
P.O. Box 747 

Falls Church, Virginia 22040-0747 
(703) 205-8000 
Attorney for Applicant 
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